



































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Chapter 	5 	‐	Synthesis 	
City,	Place	+	Society	
The	unified	framework	illustrated	in	Figure	4.8	presents	the	city	as	the	sum	of	two	primary	
elements:	place	and	society.	The	distinction	between	these	elements	also	portrays	the	contributions	
of	each	discipline	in	the	transformed	Community	Capitals	Framework.	This	study	is	grounded	in	the	
assumption	that	the	Community	Capitals	Framework	offers	the	most	complete	understanding	of	the	
city	from	the	study	of	social	sciences,	and	that	the	discipline	of	architecture	presented	by	Rossi	
offers	the	most	complete	understanding	of	the	city	from	a	form‐based	study.	Synthesis	of	these	
perspectives	through	revisions	to	the	Community	Capitals	Framework	reveals	that	architecture	
contributes	the	most	complete	understanding	of	the	elements	of	place.	Similarly,	such	a	synthesis	
reveals	the	preservation	of	the	social	elements	of	the	framework	suggesting	community	
development	provides	the	most	complete	understanding	of	social	dynamics.		
The	architectural	notion	of	place	expressed	in	the	locus	concept	maintains	the	artistic	
condition	and	celebrates	the	role	of	society,	or	the	city	as	a	human	creation,	in	built	form.	This	is	the	
same	understanding	that	community	development	holds	in	its	social	foundation	of	the	city.	The	
Community	Capitals	Framework	is	structured,	or	more	simply	held	together,	by	social	and	societal	
attributes.	This	supports	the	idea	expressed	by	Emery	and	Flora	that	social	capital	is	the	best	entry	
point	to	spiraling‐up	the	flow	of	capital	(Emery	&	Flora,	2006).	Their	argument	suggests	that	the	
power	leveraged	by	social	capital	comes	from	its	potential	to	provide	a	“unifying	organizational	
focus.	Social	Capital	whether	Bonding	or	Bridging,	optimally	both,	networks	available	capital	
improving	its	potential	and	availability	to	enhance	other	capital	within	the	community”	(Emery,	
Fey,	&	Flora,	2006).	Figure	5.1	illustrates	this	spiraling	concept	and	the	influence	and	potential	of	
social	capital	in	generating	change	in	the	Community	Capitals	Framework.		
	
Figure	5.1:	Conceptual	diagram	of	the	spiraling	of	capital	assets	(Emery,	Fey,	&	Flora,	2006)	
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This	concept	supports	the	idea	that	society	is	the	generator	of	place	and	is	congruent	with	the	
architectural	perspective.		
The	introduction	of	the	concept	that	social	capital	is	the	best	entry	point	for	spiraling	up	the	
flow	of	assets	in	a	community	is	the	third	starting	point	suggested	in	this	analysis.	At	the	beginning	
of	this	exploration,	it	was	established	that	the	Community	Capitals	Framework	defined	the	ideal	
city	as	a	balance	of	all	of	the	capitals;	the	first	starting	point	illustrated	in	Figure	2.2.	This	study’s	
method	of	analysis	attempted	to	follow	the	suggested	sequence	described	by	Flora	and	Flora	for	
measuring	the	stock	and	flow	of	assets	in	a	community.	This	sequence	started	with	natural	capital	
and	concluded	with	built	capital,	the	second	starting	point	illustrated	in	Figure	4.1.		The	third	
starting	point,	the	origin	of	spiraling	up,	is	suggested	as	a	strategy	for	effecting	positive	change,	
specifically	seeking	to	increase	the	flow	of	assets	in	a	city.		
The	unified	framework,	as	conceived	in	this	analysis,	does	not	suggest	that	either	the	
architectural	perspective	or	the	community	development	perspective	should	change	their	
approach.	However,	it	may	suggest	that	future	study	of	the	framework	should	not	focus	on	the	
elements	expressed	in	the	framework	diagram	rather	it	should	focus	on	the	relationships	between	
the	elements.	There	is	an	opportunity	to	emphasize	the	relationships,	reframing	metrics	and	
indicators	to	reflect	relationships	between	the	capitals	and	provide	additional	insight	into	the	city.	
The	intent	should	be	to	resolve,	at	least	in	the	city	of	study,	the	nebulous	boundaries.	An	example	of	
this	intent	is	revealed	in	the	diagram	through	the	concept	of	locus.	Locus,	the	relationship	of	natural	
capital	to	built	capital	at	a	specific	location	and	through	a	specific	cultural	lens,	is	not	intentionally	
studied	in	the	current	approach	unless	some	other	factor	guides	the	process	to	do	so.	However,	this	
analysis	asserts	that	it	is	a	necessary	concept	in	a	unified	framework.	
The	unified	framework	generated	in	the	analysis	is	a	complete	representation	of	a	balanced	
community	in	the	ideal	city,	the	same	position	as	the	initial	Community	Capitals	Framework	
diagram,	Figure	2.2.	Speaking	to	the	role	of	man,	the	architectural	study	of	the	city	suggests:	
This	kind	of	study	of	the	object	of	architecture	as	it	is	understood	here,	as	a	human	creation,	
must	precede	analysis	and	design.	Such	study	must	necessarily	take	in	the	full	structure	of	
the	relationship	between	individual	and	communal	work,	the	accumulated	history	of	
centuries,	the	evolution	and	the	permanence	of	disparate	cultures.	(Tenth	printing,	1999,	p.	
111)	
This	may	imply	that	an	analysis	based	on	the	unified	framework	should	start	with	locus,	the	
understanding	of	a	relationship	between	site	and	urban	artifact	across	society,	not	the	
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quantification	of	an	element.	This	reflects	a	study	of	artifacts	but	does	not	resolve	how	the	study	of	
artifacts	is	integrated	into	the	community	development	analysis.	
Architecture	and	the	Community	Capitals	
Art	
The	Community	Capitals	Framework	was	developed	to	reflect	the	entirety	of	a	community.	
As	such,	the	framework	could	be	interpreted	to	mean	that	the	community	capitals	are	architecture.	
This	interpretation	has	a	powerful	appeal,	however	this	exploration	has	not	been	able	to	confirm	
this	assumption.	The	architectural	perspective	maintains	that	architecture	is	the	city	and	the	city	is	
like	a	work	of	art.	The	city	is	like	a	work	of	art	in	two	ways:	first,	man’s	participation,	or	experience	
of	the	city	is	necessary	for	his	understanding;	and	second,	the	city	is	born	in	unconscious	life,	the	
result	of	the	collective.	
Architecture	through	an	artistic	approach	is	considering	the	artifact	as	the	city.	The	
Community	Capitals	Framework	is	pure	abstraction	interpreting	representative	concepts	and	
elements	of	the	city	as	the	actual	city.	This	is	not	suggesting	that	the	community	development	
practitioner	is	not	interested	in	the	city	itself.	However,	as	Rossi	explains,	architecture	is	“an	urban	
science	founded	on	artifacts	and	not	on	models”	(Tenth	printing,	1999,	p.	112).	In	this	sense,	
models	are	an	abstract	representation	of	the	city	like	the	Community	Capitals	Framework.	
The	Community	Capitals	Framework	is	a	model	that	is	not	capable	of	capturing	the	artistic	
elements	requisite	in	the	architectural	perspective.	The	Community	Capitals	Framework	is	a	
collection	of	representative	elements	as	they	are	understood	to	exist	in	the	unconscious	life	of	the	
city.	If	the	scientific	approach	of	community	development	can	reconcile	the	resulting	condition,	that	
the	outcome	cannot	be	predicted,	then	it	could	be	suggested	that	the	Community	Capitals	
Framework	meets	this	criteria	of	art.	The	Community	Capitals,	however,	are	representative	
concepts	and	elements,	and	only	abstractly	represent	the	city.	They	are	unable	to	directly	account	
for	the	experience	of	the	city	and	are	therefore	not	ultimately	architecture.	
A	counter	argument	could	suggest	that	cultural	capital	is	the	experience	necessary	for	the	
first	condition	of	art.	However,	this	is	not	a	valid	argument.	Cultural	capital	is	a	lens	for	seeing;	it	is	
an	indicator	of	predisposition	(or	disposition)	and	does	not	manifest	the	experience.		To	borrow	an	
example	provided	by	Rossi	and	originally	expressed	by	Adolf	Loos:	“If	we	find	a	mound	six	feet	long	
and	three	feet	wide	in	the	forest,	formed	into	a	pyramid,	shaped	by	a	shovel,	we	become	serious	and	
something	in	us	says,	‘someone	lies	buried	here.’	That	is	architecture”	(Qtd.	In	Tenth	printing,	1999,	
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p.	107).	Cultural	capital	is	the	programming	that	generated	the	reaction.	The	reaction,	the	
experience	of	the	form,	is	what	manifests	the	architecture.		
Space	
Space	is	seemingly	absent	in	the	Community	Capitals	Framework.	This	is	not	suggesting	
that	community	development	is	uninterested	in	the	social	content	of	space;	rather	the	apparent	
absence	of	space	is	an	extension	of	the	challenge	of	the	urban	artifact	as	the	element	of	study,	as	it	
was	noted	during	the	analysis.	The	urban	artifact	advances	the	consideration	of	built	capital	beyond	
the	utility	of	its	form	to	express	the	content	of	the	object	through	its	experience	in	the	space	it	
creates.	The	concept	of	built	capital	is	insufficient	to	account	for	space	and	was	reframed	as	a	sub‐
form	of	urban	artifacts.	Cultural	capital,	which	is	conditioned	by	social	capital,	is	only	able	to	
describe	preconditions.	Only	through	a	direct	study	of	urban	artifacts	could	experience	and,	by	
extension,	space	become	a	part	the	framework	and	the	study	of	the	city.			
Process	
Community	development	follows	a	scientific	approach	to	the	study	of	the	city,	measuring	
the	elements	of	a	community.	Although	the	problem	of	Naïve	Functionalism	was	introduced	during	
the	analysis,	it	does	not	exclude	the	value	of	understanding	the	abstract	elements	of	the	city.	In	the	
approach	suggested	by	Rossi,	functional	classification	is	equal	to	other	contingent	criterion	citing	
social	make‐up,	construction	system,	and	development	of	the	area.	To	him,	“it	is	clear	that	they	[the	
criteria	being	studied]	are	more	useful	for	telling	us	something	about	the	point	of	view	adopted	for	
classification	than	about	an	element	itself.”	(Rossi,	Tenth	printing,	1999,	p.	48)	In	this	way,	
architecture	does	not	literally	measure	indicators	or	necessarily	try	to	respond	to	individual	areas	
of	focus.	The	artifact,	or	the	city,	is	analyzed	for	what	it	is,	preserving	the	capacity	to	include	the	
value	of	abstract	conditions	within	the	city.	
Time	
The	scientific	approach	taken	in	the	practice	of	community	development	analyzes	the	
existing	condition	in	a	way	that	predicts	and	then	directs	action	toward	a	desired	outcome.	It	does	
this	through	the	implementation	of	a	measurement	process	and	the	tracking	of	indicators.	In	
community	development	the	same	instruments	used	to	study	the	city,	past	and	present,	are	used	to	
guide	its	future.	The	architectural	approach	contributes	two	observations	in	the	consideration	of	
time	in	the	unified	framework.	First,	the	artistic	approach	to	the	study	of	the	city	negates	the	
potential	to	establish	a	direct	cause	and	effect	relationship	therefore	eliminating	the	potential	to	
accurately	predict	an	outcome.	Second,	time	in	architecture	is	expressed	through	the	artifact	and	
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the	elements	of	place	that	we	are	experiencing.	The	artifact	is	the	past	we	are	experiencing	now	and	
by	its	nature	will	maintain	itself	in	the	future.		
This	raises	the	question	of	the	value	of	un‐built	work,	unfulfilled	intentions,	or	more	simply,	
changes	to	the	city	that	may	not	be	translated	into	changes	in	the	artifact.	The	indicators	studied	in	
community	development	have	the	potential	to	address	this	problem	because	an	indicator	is	not	
necessarily	the	artifact	of	the	city.	One	must	bear	in	mind	that,	in	the	framework	of	community	
development,	the	modification	of	place	is	just	one	possible	outcome	that	may	or	may	not	represent	
the	desired	future.		
Precision	
This	synthesis	has	already	addressed	the	problem	of	art	within	the	scientific	approach	of	
community	development.	Additionally,	the	community	development	approach	seeks	to	identify	
indicators,	implemented	in	a	way	to	guide	progress	toward	a	desired	future.	The	selection	and	
dependence	upon	indicators	carries	inherent	risk.	
The	primary	risk	in	the	dependence	on	indicators	is	in	“goal	distortion.”		Indicators	are	
generally	accepted	to	have	the	qualities	of	relevance,	reliability,	understandability,	accessibility	and	
quantifiability.	The	characteristics	of	the	desired	future	may	not	easily	translate	into	metrics	and	
the	adoption	of	indicators	may	not	actually	represent	the	goals.	In	this	way,	the	actual	goal	may	be	
lost	or	redefined	through	the	selection	of	indicators.	
The	precision	the	community	development	approach	desires	risks	losing	track	of	the	role	of	
the	human	actor.	The	city,	as	we	have	come	to	understand	it,	is	like	a	work	of	art	created	in	the	
unconscious	life	of	the	city.	The	city	is	the	result	of	this	phenomenon	and	determined	not	by	a	clear	
cause	and	effect	relationship	but	by	the	dynamic	flow	process	of	society.	To	this	end,	indicators	
must	be	interpreted	and	applied	to	propagate	a	desired	outcome	not	prescribe	a	result.	
Opportunities	
The	unified	framework	developed	in	this	analysis	has	propagated	numerous	questions	
while	really	only	reconciling	one;	whether	or	not	the	architectural	approach	and	the	community	
development	approach	can	achieve	a	unified	framework	for	the	study	of	the	city.	
Is	the	unified	framework	still	an	asset‐based	approach?	This	analysis	began	with	the	
Community	Capitals	Framework	as	an	asset‐based	approach	that	was	then	transformed	into	a	
unified	conception.	This	question	enables	us	to	not	only	study	the	city	but	also	to	challenge	
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framework.	Attention	to	this	question	from	a	community	development	standpoint	is	a	challenge	to	
leverage	the	understanding	and	content	of	a	form‐based	approach.	
Working	from	a	unified	framework,	what	are	the	implications	of	a	study	of	the	city	based	on	
artifacts	(Rossi)	versus	abstract	concepts	(Community	Capitals	Framework)?	This	paper	expresses	
the	different	approaches	and	some	of	the	reasoning	for	the	application	of	each	approach	but	does	
not	guide	the	implementation	of	their	concepts	within	a	unified	framework.	
What	is	the	entry	point	for	an	analysis	based	on	this	unified	framework?	It	was	quite	simple	
to	translate	the	Community	Capitals	Framework	into	a	sequential	analysis.	However,	the	unified	
conception,	which	increases	the	emphasis	on	relationships	among	the	elements,	cannot	be	applied	
so	easily.		
Many	of	the	opportunities	that	this	research	enables	are	related	to	application	or	practice	of	
each	discipline.	A	unified	framework	provides	a	new	and	unique	opportunity	to	pursue	the	study	of	
the	city.	However,	it	does	not	express	how.	What	would	happen	if	we	put	a	unified	framework	into	
practice	and	began	our	analysis	of	community	development	with	locus?	Is	it	possible	to	measure	
locus?		Can	you	analyze	locus	without	first	understanding	society?		
Community	development	and	architecture	have	developed	into	virtually	isolated	
perspectives	from	which	to	study	the	city.	This	may	be	evidence	enough	to	suggest	the	necessity	of	
each	discipline.	Regardless	of	their	distinctions,	both	community	development	and	architecture	are	
seeking	a	scientific	study	of	the	city.	Rossi	describes	this	kind	of	scientific	study	as	an	“analytical	
method	susceptible	to	quantitative	evaluation	and	capable	of	collecting	the	material	to	be	studied	
under	unified	criteria”	(Rossi,	Tenth	printing,	1999,	p.	21).	In	architecture,	this	is	born	from	an	
artistic	tradition,	revealed	in	a	theory	of	urban	artifacts.	For	community	development,	it	draws	
from	the	evolution	of	scientific	study.	This	analysis	has	generated	a	framework	unifying	these	
disciplines	and	provided	a	new,	repositioned	approach	from	which	to	pursue	the	study	of	the	city,	
or	the	place	of	society.	
City,	the	Place	of	Society	
The	city	is	like	a	work	of	art	composed	of	two	primary	elements:	place	and	society.	Like	a	
work	of	art,	the	city	is	more	than	just	a	physical	construction;	it	requires	experience	to	define	it.	
Additionally	the	city	is	born	in	unconscious	life,	the	result	of	the	collective.			
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Society	
Society	is	the	generator	of	the	city	reflecting	the	role	of	the	human	actor.	Man	acts	both	as	
an	individual	and	as	part	of	the	collective.	Through	the	modification	of	site,	place	is	created	and	
thus,	a	physical	influence	generates	organizational	focus.	As	a	group	level	phenomenon,	the	
collective	reflects	the	interactions	and	relationships	at	work	within	a	community.	The	collective	
defines	and	transmits	culture	throughout	society	and	across	time	and	sustains	the	economic	and	
political	forces	of	change.	Although	economic	forces	influence	the	transformation	of	a	city,	the	city’s	
ultimate	determinate	is	politics,	or	the	choices	of	the	collective.	An	individual	has	knowledge,	skills,	
health/strength,	and	values	that	act	independently.	The	individual	acts	and	interprets	based	on	all	
of	the	conditions	of	society.	
Place	
Place	is	the	entire	physical	city,	the	collective	attributes	of	a	site	and	the	urban	artifact.	The	
characteristics	of	a	site	are	its	location	and	situation,	the	attributes	that	manifest	where	it	is	and	the	
conditions	that	are	present.	The	urban	artifact	is	both	an	element	of	the	city	and	the	city	itself.	It	is	
the	physical	result	of	its	history,	geography,	structure	and	connection	with	the	life	of	the	city.	The	
urban	artifact	both	conditions	and	is	conditioned	by	society.	Locus	describes	the	relationship	
between	site	and	the	urban	artifact	as	it	is	interpreted	by	the	culture	that	experiences	it.		
Society,	the	human	actor,	interacts	with	place	in	two	ways:	first,	by	providing	the	physical	
conditioning	of	the	site,	manipulating	and	fashioning	it,	creating	the	urban	artifact,	and	second,	by	
experiencing	the	application	and	interpretation	of	place	conditioned	by	culture	and	defined	by	
locus.	
Figure	4.9	reproduced	as	Figure	5.2	illustrates	the	conception	of	the	city	as	the	place	of	society.	
	
Figure	5.2:	City,	the	place	of	society	
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